
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



764 THE AMERICAN JOURNAL OF THEOLOGY 

It is not quite clear to my mind why Weidner has added such a 
long treatise (pp. 212-66) on "A Brief System of General Biblical Her- 
meneutics ; " its compass is entirely out of harmony with the other por- 
tions of his subject, some of them so scantily treated. 3 

A number of typographical errors are to be corrected (pp. 144, 3, 
no. 4 ; 172, 1. 16 ; 173, 1. 5 ; 187, 1. 12 ; 199, 1. 6 from below ; 209, 
no. 7, etc.). W. Muss-Arnolt. 

The University of Chicago. 



General Introduction to the Old Testament. The Canon. 
By W. H. Green, D.D., LL.D. New York : Charles Scrib- 
ner's Sons, 1898. Pp. xvii + 209. $1.50. 

Dr. Green is a theologian, a scholar, and a writer of acknowl- 
edged merit. He is also an uncompromising advocate of views 

Bible and the Holy Land (New York, no date), should be added to p. 1 58, no. 8. — P. 
171, 11. 8 &., we miss such names as Reuss, Graf, Vatke, DeWette, certainly of equal 
importance with those mentioned. — P. 177, 2, read Conu'll ; his Introduction appeared 
in third and fourth edition some years ago ; of Driver's Introduction a sixth edition 
appeared in 1897 » 0I Strack, a fifth, Jan., 1898 ; of Wright's Introduction a second 
in 1895. — Pp. 178-9, no. 3, we should note as a serious omission Julicher's Neutesta- 
mentl. Einleitung (1894) ; Godet, Introduction to the New Testament (1894-), and 
Zahn's Einleitung in das Neue Testament (2 vols., 1897, 1898); Weiss' Introduction 
(German original) was published in a third edition in 1897 ; no - 4> r > Buhl's first name 
is Franft; p. 180, no. 12, reference should be made to Zahn, Forschungen zur Gesch. 
des neutestamentl. Kanons (5 vols.), and to Harnack's great work (1893-) ; WELL- 
hausen's Skizzen und Vorarbeiten (6 Hefte) and his Prolegomena (third edition) 
should be added on p. 180, $a; why no mention of T. W. Chambers' contributions 
on p. 181 ? — Pp. 201-2, no. I, attention should be called to Haupt's edition of the 
Sacred Books of the Old Testament in Hebrew, and the English translation, as well as 
to Ginsburg's edition of the text and his introduction ; no. 3, add Lagarde's edition of 
the Septuagint and his other contributions to the same subject, as well as those of 
Nestle, and especially Field's edition of Origen's Hexapla (2 vols.). 

3 Pp. 273-4 every student will miss the Expositor's Bible, a most important com- 
mentary in English on the Old and New Testaments. P. 275, 2, we should certainly 
expect mention of both the Handkommentar zum Alten Testament (herausgeg. v. W. 
Nowack), as well as the Kurze Hand-Commentar zum Alten Testament (herausgeg. 
v. K. Marti), to say nothing of Hitzig's Exegetisches Handbuch zum Alten Testa- 
ment (in its latest editions), that standard series. In the list of commentaries on the 
whole of the New Testament we again miss the Holtzmann-Schmiedel Handkom- 
mentar, and a reference to the German edition of Meyer's Critical and Exegetical 
Commentary, which in its latest editions is an entirely new work, greatly to be com- 
mended. A great deal more could be said of these lists published on pp. 273-84, but 
we refrain. 
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respecting the Bible which are, rightly or wrongly, frequently associ- 
ated with defective learning in biblical matters. Dr. Green, as his 
grammars and other works testify, is beyond suspicion in the matter 
of biblical, and especially Old Testament, scholarship. In the works 
of Briggs, Ryle, and Wildeboer the canon of the Old Testament 
has been ably dealt with from the point of view of the " higher 
criticism." It is well that the other side should be represented, 
and it would be hard to find one more competent to represent it 
than Dr. Green, who might be called the nestor of Old Testament 
critics. 

It is a pity that the author allows himself to speak unkindly, if not 
unjustly, of those from whom he differs, and it is a greater pity that 
he should give place in the opening of the volume to the " History of 
Introduction" by the late Dr. J. Addison Alexander. Had Dr. Alex- 
ander written in 1898, and not in 1843, ne would not have described 
German exegesis as having an infidel character, nor would he have 
spoken of the general principles of unbelief as taught with great skill 
and talent by De Wette. Green approves, of course, and he himself 
gives it to be clearly understood, that the principal factor in the denial 
of the unity of Isaiah and the literal historicity of Daniel is the dis- 
belief in prediction and in miracles, though he knows well that among 
the advocates of " critical " views on these points are some of the 
strongest believers in inspiration and miracles. Taking Isaiah for 
example, the question is not whether, under divine influence, the 
prophet of the eighth century B. C. could foretell the events of a cen- 
tury and a half later, but whether he did utter such predictions. The 
data for determining the question are historical and linguistic, and not 
doctrinal. 

At pp. 10 and 158 our author gives his definition of "canonical" 
when applied to the Scriptures. " Canonic books," he says, meant in 
early Christian writings, and means still, " books inspired of God, 
which were given to the church as her rule of faith and life." This 
definition is based on what the Westminster Confession says: 1 "The 
books commonly called apocrypha, not being of divine inspiration, 
are no part of the canon of Scripture." Assuming the accuracy of 
this definition, who was it that determined what books were inspired ? 
Was it not the Jewish community, or some of its leaders, in the first 
instance, and the Christian church, or some of its representatives, in 
the next place? Was there infallible guidance given, and, if so, where 

'Chap. 1, §5. 
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is the proof, and what was the method of it ? If no such guidance 
is claimed, may we not today reject books reckoned canonical in early 
times, and accept books excluded ? In this last case we are no better 
off than if we accept the ecclesiastical meaning of " canonical," which 
is that books so called were judged by the church to be authoritative 
in matters of faith and practice. 

Green accepts as correct the statement of Josephus that the books 
in the canon were written between the time of Moses and the 
reign of Artaxerxes I. of Persia, and he adduces with approval the 
talmudic passage : " After the latter prophets, Haggai, Zechariah, and 
Malachi, the Holy Spirit departed from Israel." 

In order to hold this he has to maintain that every book in the 
canon was written before, say, 400 B. C. He tries to meet Driver's 
arguments for the late dates of Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, Ecclesi- 
astes, Esther, and Daniel ; but the evidence against him is so clear and 
unanswerable, and is so varied in kind — historical, religious, philo- 
logical, and literary — that nearly all scholars at the present day defend 
the late origin of these books. If, however, these books, or some of 
them, were written after 400 B. C, the leading contention of the pres- 
ent work falls to the ground. It is unfortunate that Green connects 
faith in the authority of the Old Testament books with his contentions 
regarding their date ; so I think he is to be understood (see p. 75 and 
often). But faith in God and his Son Jesus Christ is not conditioned 
by acceptance of certain literary facts. Thank God, our faith rests not 
in the wisdom of man, but in the power of God. 

The author seems to think that his views of inspiration as applied 
to the Scriptures were held by Ezra and his contemporaries, and by the 
early Christians. His definition of " canonical " implies this ; but he 
is certainly wrong, for such views are due to papal ideas of infallibility, 
and owe their rise to the time of the Reformation. 

It is now most commonly believed that the three divisions of the 
Hebrew Bible — law, prophets, and writings — arose in succession at 
different periods. Dr. Green, on the other hand, maintains that the 
arrangement was made at one time and upon one plan. He makes a 
gallant attempt to meet objections to his view, such as that David 
ought to be among the prophets, Ezra, Nehemiah, and Chronicles 
among the historical books, etc. But the gradual formation of the 
canon is certainly more in accordance with the facts, and it can be 
held in perfect harmony with that faith in the religion of the Bible 
which Green values so highly ; to deny this is to do a great injustice 
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to the Christian faith, and, from the Christian point of view, to commit 
a tactical blunder. 

The author is often very inexact in his use of terms. On pp. 15 f. 
he speaks as if " law " meant invariably in the Old Testament the five 
existing books of Moses. If it does not mean that, his argumentation 
is worthless ; yet he must know that in the Old Testament it has 
rarely, if at all, that meaning, which, however, in rabbinical Hebrew 
is the prevailing sense. Indeed, further on, when it suits his purposes, 
he argues for a vaguer meaning of the word. 

On p. 88 the author repeats the orthodox opinion that the Mishna 
was reduced to writing in its present form by R. Judah the holy. 
There is no proof of this. On the contrary, in the Talmud, whenever 
the Mishna is cited, nothing is hinted as to its having been written ; 
the words are quoted as spoken. In the various Jewish schools of Pal- 
estine and Babylon different men were appointed to commit to memory, 
and recite when required, the various sections of the Mishna. 

Green gives less weight than is due to the divergences among Jews 
and Christians of the early time as to the extent of the canon. The 
Old Testament used largely by Christ and his apostles, by New 
Testament writers, and exclusively by the author of Hebrews, con- 
tained the apocrypha, and that uncompromising champion of ortho- 
doxy, Augustine, stoutly defended this enlargement of the Bible. 
Surely " Sirach " is as worthy of respect and of being considered inspired 
as " Esther." Is it not significant that Christ ignores, or rather con- 
demns, the teaching in the Levitical parts of the Old Testament, and 
associates himself with the prophets ? If the Old Testament canon 
were all equally authoritative, why should he make this distinction ? 
Whence were the beliefs about life after death, about demonology, etc., 
obtained ? Not from the Old Testament, but from books excluded 
from the Old Testament canon in the narrow sense ; and yet these 
views are not condemned by Jesus Christ himself. Paul, in Galatians, 
shows himself to have been a student of rabbinical teachers, and Jude 
quotes from the book of Enoch. 

Dr. Green's work has, however, great value as containing the best 
that can be said for traditional views concerning the Old Testament, 
and there is no denying the ability and force with which he meets his 
opponents. 

T. Witton Davies. 
Bangor, 
North Wales, England. 



